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and beyond man, numinous, Dionysian - call them what
you will - whose projection is the one condition, in drama,
of what mankind considers great
3
I HAVE chosen the Old Vic Ling Lear foi examination
partly because its memory is fiesh and partly since Sir
Laurence's reputation on both sides of the Atlantic is so as-
sured that no remarks of mine aie likely to embairass, even
for a moment, his work My complaints are general, not
paiticular, and a few other lecent examples may thcrelore
with relevance be noticed
It is always, you see, basically the same complaint Mr
John Gielgud's Hamlet, which I saw in Toronto before the
\var, was a performance of brilliant intensity where col-
loquial dialogue was concerned His verbal duelling with
Rosenciantz and Guildernstein was supeib, but he was - to
me - less happy in the "To be or not to be5 soliloquy, given
to a nervous, xapid, striding movement instead of as a deep,
weighty adventure, from a still posture, or with the grave-
vaid meditations earned as light conversation, 01 with the
Ghost scenes, given in a darkness hostile to the adoi's ait,
or with the falsifying conclusion, the dead by vanous tricks
removed to leave Hamlet with Hot atio on an empty stage
Mr Gielgud is expert at conveying nervous intensity m a
modern pait, but the grander moments, the vastu rhythms,
he has not, so far, offeicd us1 His finest piece of Shake-
spearian acting was (in my experience) hib Shylock, which he
was forced to attack as a Character' part, subduing certain
mannered tendencies that detract horn his moie poetic
studies His Lear, which I saw m 1931, appealed to me to
lack vocal characterization, though possessing considei able
force I have a record of Mt GielgudS speaking of John of
Gaunt's lines on England The delivery is beautiful, but
the conception static and the quavenng accents ol age,
i I write from a limited experience I regpet havmg been unable to
see Gielgud's recent Macbeth and Hamlet ot Olmer's Richard III